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Introduction  
Motivation/problem area: 
The motivation for this project began with a wonder about how the British population feel about the 
growing immigration in their country. The immigration has consistently increased over the last 10 
years and the impact on the British society is therefore interesting. How does the immigration affect 
the population and more specifically; how does it affect the populations’ view on the immigrants?  
The project will contain a critical discourse analysis. We are all, in some way, a part of different 
discourses and since the immigration is a well-discussed topic these years, it would be interesting to 
examine which discourses the country is a part of regarding to immigration policy.  
I have decided to examine some different parties – I have chosen two parties very opposite to each 
other; The UK Independence party and The Conservative party. The two parties have been chosen 
for the analysis because they are kind of ‘a voice of the public’. Everybody knows them and when 
there is a selection, the public has to take a stand and decide who they want to vote for – who they 
want to ‘lead’ their country. Therefore, it has a big influence what the two parties write on their 
websites. There are a lot of people who reads it and in that way, among others, their opinions and 
views on for example immigration gets out to many people and to a broad audience.  
The intention is to do a critical discourse analysis of two texts published on the parties’ websites – 
one from each party and compare them to each other afterwards. What is their position? How is 
their view on immigration? How do their opinions on immigration separate from each other? How 
can the way they write about immigration affect the public who is reading their texts? A discourse 
analysis seemed like the obvious choice to examine this problem area. These motivation factors 
lead me to the following research questions. 
Research questions:  
Through a critical discourse analysis the aim of the project is to examine which linguistic effects 
that are being used when writing about immigrants.  
1. Which linguistic effects does ‘The UK Independence party’ use, and which effects does ‘The Con-
servative party’ use?  
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2. How are the two parties alike in their use of linguistics and discourses? 
3. How do the texts construct their reality?  
4. Which discursive positions emerge in the texts? 
 
Theory/ Methodology: 
To answer the research questions the project will use theory about Critical Discourse Analysis. This 
includes theory by Norman Fairclough: “Critical Discourse Analysis – The Critical Study of Lan-
guage” and theory by Lesley Jeffries: “Critical stylistics – The Power of English”: Furthermore, the 
project will include theory about immigration and more specifically, immigration in Britain, to un-
derstand and describe the extent of the immigration and how the immigration affects the British 
society.  
First of all two texts have been chosen on the two party’s websites. The intention was to try and find 
two texts which can be said to represent the parties’ view on immigration, and then analyze them. 
The texts will be analyzed with Fairclough’s three-level-system. To analyze the inner level, the text 
in details, I will do a linguistic analysis to analyze the phrases more specifically.  
Afterwards, the study will include a discussion of the two parties’ texts. In this section it will be 
discussed how the two parties are alike or differ from each other. This will be done to answer the 
research question about how the two texts are alike or different from each other in their use of lin-
guistics and discourses (question 2).  
 
Delimitation:  
At the beginning of the project I wanted to examine and answer my disposition by analyzing some 
different News media. I believe that the public is affected by what the media writes in the newspa-
pers and says on TV. In Denmark the press is often referred to as the fourth branch of government – 
they have influence on the public and the society. For that reason I thought it would be interesting 
to analyze their way of communicating about immigration. I did, however, decide not to do that and 
go with the two parties instead, for the reasons mentioned earlier in the Motivation section.  
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When reading the theory about critical discourse analysis by Lesley Jeffries I have come by at least 
ten different tools that can be used in critical discourse analysis, but I have decided to only use one 
of the listed tools; the one about naming. The reason for this is that this tool seems most obvious to 
use, since it seems as the best tool to answer the research questions about which linguistic effects 
are being used by the two parties. Both parties use naming a lot and it is a significant part of their 
texts.  
I have also limited myself to only choose one text from each of the parties’ websites. The reason for 
this is that the analysis can easily be to superficial if too many texts are being analyzed within the 
page limitation. I have chosen two texts in which the parties seem to be clear about their immigra-
tion policy and the two texts have approximately the same amount of pages. The texts are the two 
parties’ immigration policies listed on their websites.  
 
Description:  
British Immigration: 
Between the years 1940-1990 Britain shifted from being an all-white society, virtually, to a society 
where ethnicity and race were significant social and political factors (Spencer 1997:2). The immi-
gration in the UK has continued to increase significantly the last 20 years. In the year of 1992 the 
amount of people immigrating to the UK was approximately 268.000. In 2012 the number had in-
creased to 500.000 immigrants that year (Link 1). The amount of people immigrating per year has 
thus almost doubled the last 20 years. Today the total of immigrants in the UK is around 7 million – 
the total amount of citizens in the UK is approximately 62 million (Link 2). That means that almost 
9 per cent of the citizens in the UK are immigrants.  
Several countries in Europe have been under an economic crisis for about five years now, and the 
economic crisis and the rising number of immigrants in the UK has caused a lot of unemployment. 
Approximately 71, 4 % of the British population in the age 16-64 has a job. That leaves about 2, 56 
million people unemployed – people who are looking for a job but are unable to find one. (Link 3) 
Therefore, the topic ‘race’, and immigration in particularly, are still highly prioritized topics within 
the political parties, especially during elections. In 2010 immigration was an extremely discussed 
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subject during the election. Both the parties’ debated the topic and particularly the voters discussed 
it as well. (Link 4) 
According to an analysis published in the Journal of Marketing Management in July 2011, extreme-
right political parties have traditionally been the most vocal opponents of immigration. Today there 
are several political parties who have reclaimed immigration as one of their issues. A reason for this 
can be that it is considered a sure vote-winner in a country where the unemployment is growing and 
there is the economic crisis. (Link 4) 
The UK has sometimes been described as a ‘nation of immigrants’ and in the 2010 election David 
Cameron stated firmly on a television debate that there are too many immigrants in the UK (Link 
4). The topic is still discussed today since the immigration is still an issue. Most political parties 
have an immigration policy on their website today for the voters or the general public to read.  
Critical Discourse Analysis: 
Norman Fairclough and Lesley Jeffries 
»Texts are everywhere and inescapably ideologically structured. (…) All text producers have the 
potential to produce hidden ideologies in an attempt to persuade or manipulate« (Jeffries 2010: 5-
7). Texts can influence readers/hearers – often without them even knowing the extent of the influ-
ence; meanings arise from texts. Ideologies of for example a far right political group will most like-
ly be present in their propaganda, and will be noticeable to both their supporters and their opponent. 
That the supporters and opponents maybe agree on these ideologies being present and what the ide-
ologies are does not necessarily mean that they will be influenced equally by the text itself. Even 
though they will not necessarily be influenced by the text itself, extreme views on for example im-
migration often have some kind of effect on the reader – even though the effect sometimes only 
lasts for the time s/he is reading it. (Jeffries 2010: 8).  
That means that when you are reading a text and is affected by it, you’re a part of the discourse – at 
least while reading it.  
Critical Discourse Analysis includes many features that are not only hidden, but may also be uncon-
scious by the producer of a text. This does not necessarily reduce the texts’ effectiveness – it may 
even enhance it – but it does separate it from rhetorical features that are usually intended. (Jeffries 
2010: 9).  
Louisa Larsen English, BA Module Supervisor: Anne Fabricius 
8 
 
In critical discourse analysis, one of the most important concepts is that an ideology can be natural-
ized, and the extent of the naturalization can make the ideology become common sense to the read-
ers of the text. (Jeffries 2010: 9). If, for example, women read in a lot of magazines that all females 
should be very thin, then they start to believe it. If it is basically repeated many times in different 
ways it starts to become naturalized and gets the status of common sense. When an ideology is so 
naturalized that it has become common sense, it can be difficult for the readers to reject it in their 
minds.  
Fairclough (1989: 26) distinguishes three ‘dimensions’, which he also calls ‘stages’ of critical dis-
course analysis:  
- Description is the stage which is concerned with formal properties of the text. At this stage in 
the critical discourse analysis, the text is analyzed thoroughly and detailed, for example through 
a linguistic analysis. 
- Interpretation is concerned with the relationship between text and interaction. At this level the 
ideologies which have become naturalized and common sense are being analyzed.  
- Explanation is concerned with the relationship between interaction and social context. At this 
final level the ideological discourse formation is being analyzed; what is the overall dominating 
discourse in the text? (Fairclough 1995: 11).  
Tools: To do a critical discourse analysis, you need some tools. Those tools are supposed to help 
you answer the question of what a text is ‘doing’ – what the purpose of a text is.  Lesley Jeffries 
talks about, among others, the following tool: 
- Naming and Describing:  
There are different ways of naming someone. The same person can for example be named 
“Celine Dion”, “My sister” or “A great singer”. How you decide to name someone can affect 
the reader’s interpretation of the person. Naming can in that way create ideological meaning in 
texts in different ways: a text can create ideological meaning by choosing a noun out of the 
available choices. (Jeffries 2010: 18). The noun can be specified by adding premodifiers and 
postmodifiers (prepositional phrases or relative clauses).  
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Noun phrases are able to “package up” ideas or information which are actually a description of a 
process, event or action. This is the main ideological importance of noun phrases.  
“Naming is a broad descriptive term covering a number of linguistic practices, including:  
- The choice of a noun to indicate a referent.  
- The construction of a noun phrase with modifiers to further determine the nature of the refer-
ent.  
- The decision to use a “name” rather than, for example, express as a (verbal) process.”  (Jef-
fries 2010: 20)  
Norman Fairclough believes that a critical discourse analysis (also referred to as CDA) is an analy-
sis that reveals the connection between language, power and ideology. According to Fairclough it is 
about integrating analysis of text, analysis of processes of text production and sociocultural analysis 
of the discursive event (for example a political text) as a whole. (Fairclough 1995: 23).  
As mentioned earlier, Fairclough talks about three levels in the critical discourse analysis – the final 
level being the one where you analyze and find the ideological discourse formation. In a group or an 
institution there usually is an ideological discursive formation (also referred to as IDF) which is 
clearly more dominant than the rest of the ideologies and discourses. The dominance of one IDF 
over others results in the naturalization of its ideological meanings. The dominating IDF’s meanings 
may not be naturalized to subjects who are positioning within other institutions and orders of dis-
course. Being in another discourse provides these subjects with the resources to resist the naturali-
zation. (Fairclough 1995: 24). But for the ones, who are a part of the same institution and orders of 
discourse, the IDF is dominating and its norms are often seen as highly naturalized and as norms of 
the institution itself. (Fairclough 1995: 44). “A characteristic of a dominant IDF is the capacity to 
‘naturalize’ ideologies, i.e. to win acceptance for them as non-ideological ‘common-sense”. (Fair-
clough 1995: 27). When something is naturalized it therefor gets the status of common sense. When 
the ideologies have this status, they are no longer visible as ideologies. (Fairclough 1995: 42).   
Besides naturalizing ideologies, a text can also make ideologies and discourses sound like back-
ground knowledge (also referred to as BGK).  
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“Knowledge implies facts to be known, facts coded in propositions which are straightforwardly and 
transparently related to them.” (Fairclough 1995: 44) 
For example a party can make their ideology sound like knowledge. If a person when reading a text 
is not capable of differentiating ideology from knowledge, s/he is risking to be unconsciously im-
plicated in the reproduction of ideologies. (Fairclough 1995: 45) Therefor the goals of critical dis-
course analysis are to denaturalize the naturalized ideologies which have gotten the status of com-
mon sense, and to reveal the ideologies which for example political parties have gotten to sound 
like background knowledge.  
 
Linguistic Analysis: 
In the following section is a description of linguistic analysis, which will be used in the analysis of 
the two parties’ texts – the Independence Party and the Conservative Party. As explained earlier, 
Lesley Jeffries talks about the same thing, but this section is the main part about linguistic analysis. 
The linguistic analysis will be used to analyze parts of the texts more detailed and to identify the 
different types of linguistic structures the two parties use. Fairclough talks about three levels of the 
discourse analysis: the inner level: the text, the next level: the naturalization and the outer level: 
the IDF – the ideological discourse formation. The linguistic analysis will be used to analyze the 
inner level: the text.  
All sentences have a structure and usually you distinguish between three structural types; the clause, 
the phrase and the word. The different parts of a structure are called constituents. A clause consists 
of all or some of the following constituents: Subject, Verbal, Complement and Adverbial. (Linguis-
tic Analysis compendium: 2).  
A phrase consists of the following constituents: Modifier and Head. The modifiers can be either a 
Premodifier or a Postmodifier. The word in front of the Head/the main noun, the modifier, can 
change the reader’s interpretation of the word – and the whole meaning of the sentence. It can pre-
sent varying views of the same topic. The job of a modifier is thus to clearly describe the other 
word. (Linguistic Analysis compendium: 3).  
The most important constituent of a phrase is the Head, also called the main verb. The Head is ob-
ligatory in a phrase and the modifiers are optional. If there are more than one Head in a phrase, it is 
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a clause. If it has more than one Head it is also a main clause that has a sub clause. (Linguistic 
Analysis compendium: 3). 
The phrases can be a noun phrase, a verb phrase or an adjective/adverbial phrase. Which kind of 
phrase it is depends on the words. For example “the old newspaper”: this phrase has a noun as the 
Head (the newspaper) and therefore is a noun phrase. “Was telling” – this phrase has both a verbal 
as a Head (telling) and as a modifier (was) – in this case premodifier – and therefore is a verb 
phrase. "Very slowly” – this phrase has an adverbial as the Head (slowly) and an adverbial as a 
premodifier. It is therefore an adjective/adverbial phrase. (Linguistic Analysis compendium: 3). 
The last structural type, the word, consists of the following constituents: root and affix (the affix 
can either be a prefix or a suffix). Phrase constituents are often realized by a word. Every word has 
a root, which is the main-meaning (recognizable meaning) of the word or which must have a 
grammatical meaning on its own, for example the word “undergraduate”. You can divide this word 
into two parts: “under” and “graduate”. The root is “graduate” which is the main-meaning of the 
word – “under” is the affix, in this case the prefix (prefix because it is before the root and not af-
ter). (Linguistic Analysis compendium: 3).  
  
The two texts I will be analyzing:  
In the following there will be a short description of the two parties I am going to analyze texts from. 
The description is meant to give an understanding about the parties’ role, importance and influence 
on the British society.  
The Conservative Party and the UK Independence Party (UKIP): The two parties are very different 
from each other. They are positioned in two different directions and because of that, you would ex-
pect that their opinions and views on immigration would be different as well.  
Since the Second World War, all the Governments in the UK have been formed by either the La-
bour party or the Conservative Party (Link 5).  
As of 2013 the Conservative Party is the largest political party in the United Kingdom; it is the 
largest single party in the House of Commons, the largest party in the local government, and the 
largest British party in the European Parliament. The Conservative Party is a center-right political 
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party that promotes the philosophies of conservatism and British unionism. They were founded in 
1834 and in the 19th century they were one of two dominant parties – along with the Liberal Party. 
In 1912 they changed their name to the Conservative and Unionist Party, but that name is rarely 
used – they are mostly referred to as just the Conservative Party (Link 6) 
The Independence Party (UKIP) is a “Eurosceptic right-wing populist political party.” The party 
describes itself as a democratic, libertarian party (Link 6). The UKIP is one of the four major politi-
cal parties in the United Kingdom – and, according to themselves, the newest and fastest growing of 
the four of them. The UK Independence Party is known for its opposition to the European Union. 
The UK Independence Party was founded in 1993 and now has 11 of the 73 UK seats in the Euro-
pean Parliament. It also has three members in the House of Lords, one seat in the Northern Ireland 
Assembly, but they haven’t won a seat in the House of Commons yet. (Link 8) 
The first text I am going to analyze is from the UK Independence Party’s website. It is about their 
policy about immigration. The second text I will analyze is from the Conservative Party’s website, 
and is about their policy about immigration, as well.  
 
TEXT 1: The Independence Party (UKIP) 
(Link 9) 
IMMIGRATION AND ASYLUM: UKIP POLICY 
Thursday, 28th March 2013 
As a member of the EU, Britain has lost control of her borders. Some 2.5 million immigrants have 
arrived since 1997 and up to one million economic migrants live here illegally. Former New Labour 
staff maintain that this policy has been a deliberate attempt to water down the British identity and 
buy votes. EU and human rights legislation means we cannot even expel foreign criminals if they 
come from another EU country. This is why immigration control is so essential and overdue. UKIP 
will: 
· End mass, uncontrolled immigration. UKIP calls for an immediate five-year freeze on immigra-
tion for permanent settlement. We aspire to ensure that any future immigration does not exceed 
50,000 people p.a. 
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· Regain control of UK borders. This can only be done by leaving the European Union. Entry for 
work will be on a time-limited work permit only. Entry for non-work related purposes (e.g. holiday 
or study) will be on a temporary visa. Overstaying will be a criminal offence  
 
· Ensure all EU citizens who came to Britain after 1 January 2004 are treated in the same way as 
citizens from other countries (unless entitled to ‘Permanent Leave to Remain’). Non- UK citizens 
travelling to or from the UK will have their entry and exit recorded. To enforce this, the number of 
UK Borders Agency staff engaged in controlling immigration will be tripled to 30,000 
 
· Ensure that after the five-year freeze, any future immigration for permanent settlement will be on 
a strictly controlled, points-based system similar to Australia, Canada and New Zealand 
 
· Return people found to be living illegally in the UK to their country of origin. There can be no 
question of an amnesty for illegal immigrants. Such amnesties merely encourage further illegal im-
migration 
 
· Require those living in the UK under ‘Permanent Leave to Remain’ to abide by a legally binding 
‘Undertaking of Residence’ ensuring they respect our laws or face deportation. Such citizens will 
not be eligible for benefits. People applying for British citizenship will have to have completed a 
period of not less then five years as a resident on ‘Permanent Leave to Remain’. New citizens 
should pass a citizenship test and sign a ‘Declaration of British Citizenship’ promising to uphold 
Britain’s democratic and tolerant way of life 
 
· Enforce the existing terms of the 1951 UN Convention on Refugees until Britain replaces it with 
an Asylum Act. To avoid disappearances, asylum seekers will be held in secure and  
humane centres until applications are processed, with limited right to appeal. Those seeking asylum 
must do so in the first ‘designated safe country’ they enter. Existing asylum seekers who have had 
their application refused will be required to leave the country, along with any dependants. We op-
pose any amnesties for failed asylum seekers or illegal immigrants. 
 
· Require all travellers to the UK to obtain a visa from a British Embassy or High Commission, ex-
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cept where visa waivers have been agreed with other countries. All non-work permit visa entrants to 
the UK will be required to take out adequate health insurance (except where reciprocal arrange-
ments exist). Those without insurance will be refused entry. Certain visas, such as student visas, 
will require face-to-face interviews, and UKIP will crack down on bogus educational establish-
ments 
 
· Repeal the 1998 Human Rights Act and withdraw from the European Convention on Human 
Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. In future British courts will not be allowed to  
appeal to any international treaty or convention that overrides or sets aside the provisions of any 
statute passed by the UK Parliament 
 
· Reintroduce The ‘Primary Purpose Rule’  (abolished by the Labour Government),  whereby those 
marrying or seeking to marry a British citizen will have to convince the admitting officer that mar-
riage, not residence, is their primary purpose in seeking to enter the UK 
 
· End the active promotion of the doctrine of multiculturalism by local and national government and 
all publicly funded bodies 
· Ensure British benefits are only available to UK citizens or those who have lived here for at least 
five years. Currently, British benefits can be claimed by EU citizens in their arrival year 
 
TEXT 2: The Conservatives Party: 
(Link 10) 
IMMIGRATION 
We are restoring order to our immigration system to bring annual net migration down to the tens 
of thousands – rather than the hundreds of thousands we saw under Labour – by the end of this Par-
liament. We have capped economic migration, reformed the student visa system, and we're chang-
ing the family visa rules. We have made reforms at our borders, to ensure they are safe and secure. 
The bigger picture 
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• Our annual limit on non-EU economic migration will not only help reduce 
immigration to sustainable levels but will protect those businesses and institu-
tions that are vital to our economy. The new system was designed in consulta-
tion with business. Employers should look first to people who are out of work 
and who are already in this country. 
• A properly controlled and regulated student visa system is a crucial compo-
nent of our policy to reduce and control net migration. That is why we have 
radically reformed student visas to weed out abuse and tackle bogus colleges. 
And our reforms are starting to take effect: in the year to June 2012, there was a thirty per cent de-
crease in the number of student visas issued compared to the year to June 2011. 
• We welcome those who wish to make a life in the UK with their family, work hard and make a 
contribution but a family life must not be established here at the taxpayer's expense. To play a full 
part in British life, family migrants must be able to integrate – that means they must speak our lan-
guage and pay their way. This is fair to applicants, but also fair to the public. 
• The Government's priority is the security of the UK border. The right checks need to be carried 
out to control immigration, protect against terrorism and tackle crime. We are maintaining thorough 
border checks. And despite those robust checks, the vast majority of passengers pass through immi-
gration control quickly. 
Capping non-EU economic migration 
Action to date 
• We have capped the number of people employers are allowed to bring to the UK from outside the 
EU to work in skilled professions. 
• We have restricted immigration for highly skilled workers to all but entrepreneurs, investors and 
people of exceptional talent. 
• We have broken the link between coming here to work and staying forever by introducing a new 
minimum pay threshold which means only the brightest and best workers who strengthen the UK 
economy will be able to apply to stay in the UK permanently. 
Planned actions 
• We will annually review the level of the cap to ensure it is set at the right level. 
Reforming the student route of migration to ensure only genuine students come here 
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Action to date 
• We have placed a requirement on any educational institution which wants to sponsor students to 
meet tough requirements, and become accredited by a statutory education inspection body. The pre-
vious loose system allowed too many poor-quality colleges to become sponsors. 
• We have introduced a new language requirement for students coming to study at degree level at 
the 'upper intermediate' level, rather than the previous 'lower intermediate' requirement. 
• We have empowered UK Border Agency staff to refuse entry to students who cannot speak Eng-
lish without an interpreter, and who therefore clearly do not meet the minimum standard. 
• We have limited the overall time that can be spent on a student visa to three years at lower levels 
and five years at higher levels. Previously there was no time limit for study at or above degree level. 
• We have closed the Post-study work route, which allows students two years to seek employment 
after their course ends. Only graduates who have an offer of a skilled job from a sponsoring em-
ployer can stay to work. 
• Figures show that the number of student visas issued fell by 30 per cent in the year to June 2012.  
Reforming the family route of migration 
Action to date 
• We have set an earning threshold of £18,600 for anyone wanting to bring in a spouse or partner 
from outside Europe. 
• We are restricting those non-European Economic Area adults and elderly dependent relatives who 
can settle in the UK to those who can demonstrate that, as a result of age, illness or disability, they 
require long-term personal care that can only be provided in the UK by their relative here, and re-
quiring them to apply from overseas. 
• We have introduced a legal requirement that all applicants for settlement to speak better English 
and pass the Life in the UK Test. 
• We have introduced a minimum probationary period of five years for settlement to deter sham 
marriages. 
Tightening up our border controls to ensure a secure and efficient border 
Action to date 
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• We have begun the roll-out of the E-borders system, which monitors people coming in and out of 
the country, to ensure that all non-European Economic Area passengers arriving from outside Eu-
rope have been checked once, and many twice, while they are still thousands of miles from our 
passport controls. 
• We have separated the Border Force from UKBA to become a separate operational command, 
with its own ethos of law enforcement, led by its own director general and accountable directly to 
Ministers. 
• We have opened a new Control Room at Heathrow airport which allows border staff access to 
real-time modeling of arrivals and passenger numbers, speeding-up reaction to 'bunching', where 
several flights arrive at once, and late-arriving or early-departing flights, which often cause delays 
at immigration. 
Planned actions 
• We will complete the roll-out of E-borders. 
 
Analysis 
The UK Independence Party (UKIP) and the Conservative Party 
In the following section the two parties’ texts will be analyzed. To analyze them I will be using theo-
ry from Norman Fairclough (Critical Discourse Analysis – The Critical Study of Language) and 
theory from Lesley Jeffries (Critical Stylistics – The power of English). I will use methods and tools 
from both of the theorists, and theory about Linguistic Analysis. The aims of the analysis are to find 
the discourses, denaturalize them and explore the two parties’ views on immigration – which dis-
courses are they passing on to the public and their voters through their texts? The main goal is 
thereby to reveal which discursive positions emerge in the text by analyzing the linguistic effects 
used in the two texts to construct the parties’ reality. In other words; the following analysis is made 
to answer the research questions, along with the later discussion.  
During the analysis I will analyze one topic at a time; the structure will look like this: 
Text analysis: Naming – Linguistic analysis 
1. The Independence Party (UKIP) 
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2. The Conservative Party 
Background knowledge, Naturalization  Common sense 
1. The Independence Party (UKIP) 
2. The Conservative Party 
Information vs. persuasion 
1. The independence Party (UKIP) 
2. The Conservative Party 
Ideological Discourse Formation (IDF) 
1. The Independence Party (UKIP) 
2. The Conservative Party. 
The reason the analysis is structured like this is that in this way the two parties’ similarities and 
differences can be compared throughout the analysis during each topic, i.e. for example when dur-
ing the linguistic analysis I can make comparisons when analyzing the Conservative Party right 
after analyzing the Independence Party.   
Fairclough follows a three box system when he is analyzing a text. In the middle of the box is the 
center of the analysis: the detailed analysis of the text, in this case the linguistic analysis. Outside 
the middle is the next level of the analysis which is the naturalization, and outside this is the final 
level; the Ideological Discourse Formation (IDF). This is also the order in which this analysis will 
be structured.  
Naming – Linguistic Analysis: 
Naming: 
As mentioned earlier (Theory, Jeffries, Naming) how you decide to name someone can affect the 
reader’s interpretation of a person. Naming can in that way create ideological meaning in the text. 
There is a primary concept in a text – the subject. In the two parties’ texts the subject is named a lot 
of different things which adds to the discourse. In both texts the subject is ‘immigrants’, but is 
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named in different ways. The subject is thereby divided into different categories. In text 1 – the UK 
Independence Party – the subject, ‘immigrant’, is named: 
- Asylum seekers – those seeking asylum – asylum seekers who have had their application re-
fused – existing asylum seekers – those without insurance – those marrying, or seeking to mar-
ry, a British citizen – those who have lived here for at least five years – economic migrants who 
live here illegally – foreign criminals – EU citizens who have come to Britain after 1. January 
2004 – citizens from other countries – non-UK citizens travelling to or from the UK – people 
found to be living illegally in the UK – illegal immigrants – those living in the UK under ‘Per-
manent Leave to Remain’ – Such citizens – people applying for British citizenship – new citi-
zens – non-work permit visa entrants.   
As showed here, the subject/immigrant is mentioned with a lot of different names – most of them 
with a negative vibe. “Illegal, foreign criminals, those without insurance” etc.. A negative vibe like 
this can affect the reader to think negatively about the immigrants. When the writer decides to name 
the subject all those names, mostly negative, s/he naturalizes the fact that immigrants are a bad 
thing – s/he gives it the status of common sense that the immigration is out of control and needs to 
be handled.  
In the other text, Text 2 – The Conservative Party – the subject is named: 
Those who wish to make a life in the UK with their family, work hard and make a contribution – 
family migrants – they – applicants – highly skilled workers; entrepreneurs, investors and people of 
exceptional talent – the brightest and best workers, who strengthen the UK economy – genuine stu-
dents – students who cannot speak English without an interpreter and who therefore clearly do not 
meet the minimum standard – anyone who wants to bring in a spouse or partner from outside Eu-
rope – – those non-European Economic Area adults and elderly dependent relatives who can settle 
in the UK – those who can demonstrate that, as a result of age, illness or disability, they require 
long-term personal care, that can only be provided in the UK by their relative here, and requiring 
them to apply from overseas – applicants for settlement – people coming in and out of the country.  
In this text from the Conservative Party, the subject is not named as negatively as in the UK Inde-
pendence Party’s text. The Conservative Party does not only talk about the immigrants that cause 
the problems, who they want to get rid of, but they also talk about immigrants they would like to 
keep in the UK – the highly skilled workers and the ones who contribute to the UK economy. That 
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results in a discourse arguing that some immigrants are better than others; they only want some of 
them, and they make it common sense who are the ‘good immigrants’ and who are the ‘bad ones’.  
The Conservative Party makes it sound like it is, in contrast to the UKIP, open to the fact that not 
all immigrants are bad, and that there are some of them who would be good for their country.  
 
Linguistic analysis 
The UK Independence Party 
Some of the categories in this text are simple and easy to describe, for example the category “genu-
ine students”, “asylum seekers” etc., but other categories are more complex – and the more com-
plex the naming is, the more complex the ideologies are. To pin it out linguistically and analyze 
those complex categories more detailed, there will now follow a linguistic analysis of the different 
categories by using theory about linguistic analysis.  
“Asylum seekers”, this category is simple and easy to describe, since it only contains of two nouns: 
“asylum” and “seekers”. In this case the noun “asylum” functions as a premodifier (PRM) saying 
something about the head (H), “the seekers”. The following phrases are also simple categories: 
“new citizens”, “illegal immigrants”, “foreign criminals”, “Such citizens”. All of these four 
phrases consist of only one premodifier (PRM) and a head (H). They are all adjective phrases, and 
the ideology is easy to understand when reading the short categories in forms of phrases with only 
an adjective and a noun – a premodifier and a head. It is also remarkable that the party adds the 
premodifier to make their ideology more clear – they want to make it clear that they talk about new 
citizens, illegal immigrants, foreign criminals etc. and not just citizens, immigrants and criminals. 
The words “new”, “illegal” and “foreign” points out the fact that the immigrants are a bad thing; 
their choice of linguistic structures and words helps clarify the party’s ideological discourse for-
mation and what they want to naturalize.  
Already in the second category the naming gets more complex; “those seeking asylum”. Now it is 
not only a premodifier and a head, but also a postmodifier: “asylum”, a head “seeking” and a pre-
modifier “asylum”.  
The next category is even more complex: “asylum seekers who have had their application refused”. 
There are several of the categories that look like this, or even more complex.  
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“asylum seekers who have had their application refused”  
          H              POM (relative clause in position as a POM) 
“existing asylum seekers” 
 PRM        PRM    Head  
“those without insurance” 
   H       POM      POM 
“those marrying or seeking to marry a British citizen” 
    H                                POM 
“those who have lived here for at least five years” 
     H     POM (relative clause in position as a POM) 
“economic migrants who live here illegally”  
     PRM          H        POM (relative clause in position as POM) 
 
“EU citizens who have come to Britain after 1. January 2004” 
PRM   H        POM (relative clause in position as POM) 
“citizens from other countries” 
      H                POM 
“non-UK citizens travelling to or from the UK” 
   PRM         H                      POM 
“people found to be living illegally in the UK” 
    H                             POM 
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“those living in the UK under ‘Permanent Leave to Remain’” 
    H          POM                              POM 
“people applying for British citizenship” 
     H                     POM 
“non-work permit visa entrants.”   
   PRM       PRM  PRM    H 
 
The party uses a lot of modifiers, both premodifiers and postmodifiers, to make their categories 
more complex and specific. The modifiers make the reader interpret the sentences differently. For 
example the sentence: “economic migrants who live here illegally” – when the postmodifier “who 
live here illegally” is added, you interpret the sentence differently from how you would interpret it 
without the postmodifier.  (Link 11) In the category: “people found to be living illegally in the 
UK”, the postmodifier plays an important part as well. Without the postmodifier, the category 
would only consist of the word “people” – a neutral word that has nothing negative to it, and you 
would not think about the word when reading it. But when the POM is added, “found to be living 
illegally in the UK”, your interpretation of the category changes completely. The word “illegally” 
is obviously negative, and people living illegally in a country are hardly ever a good thing. There-
fore, when the party adds this postmodifier (POM) to the category, they promote their discourse 
about immigrants being a bad thing. They add either a premodifier or a postmodifier to almost all of 
their categories to specify the immigrants they are talking about. By adding this many different cat-
egories and modifiers they naturalize the fact that the immigration is uncontrolled and is a bad thing 
for the country. When there does not only exist one or two types of immigrants but more than ten 
different categories of immigrants, there must be something right in what they are saying – might 
the reader think.  
The Conservative Party 
The Conservative Party also has both simple and complex categories. For example “Genuine stu-
dents” is a simple category, which was also the case with the first category in the UK Independence 
Party’s naming categories. This category is simple because it only contains of an adjective; “genu-
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ine”, and a noun; “students”. The H is “students” and the adjective working as a premodifier 
(PRM) is “genuine”. This is also the case with the following words: “applicants” and “family mi-
grants”. The first of these two phrases only consist of a head (H), a noun, and the next one consists 
of an adjective and a noun – a premodifier (PRM) and a head (H). Even though “family” usually 
works as a noun, it works like a premodifier (PRM) in this case, because it says something about 
the type of migrants. In contrast to the UK Independence Party, the Conservatives also use the pre-
modifiers in their phrases to point out that there are some immigrants they don’t mind, and not only 
to pin out which kind they think are bad for the country. Maybe it is to get compassion from the 
public. They want to make it clear that they don’t mind all the immigrants, only all the “bad ones” 
who are not for example “genuine”.  
The three examples in the text above were simple, but as was the case with the UK Independence 
Party’s text, there are also some complex categories in the Conservative Party’s text.  
 “Those who wish to make a life in the UK with their family, work hard and make a contribution” 
     H                                  POM (relative clause in position as POM) 
“Family migrants” 
   PRM        H 
“applicants” 
       H 
“highly skilled workers; entrepreneurs, investors and people of exceptional talent” 
 PRM    PRM       H              POM             POM                    POM 
“the brightest and best workers, who strengthen the UK economy” 
  D     PRM        PRM        H       POM (relative clause in position as POM) 
“genuine students” 
   PRM        H 
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“students who cannot speak English without an interpreter and who therefore clearly do not meet  
       H  POM (Head with two relative clauses in POM position) 
the minimum standard” 
By adding this long sentence as a postmodifier saying something about the head (H), “the stu-
dents”, the party clearly specifies its discourse and what kind of students it is referring to.  
“anyone who wants to bring in a spouse or partner from outside Europe” 
     H                       POM (relative clause in position as POM) 
 
“those non-European Economic Area adults and elderly dependent relatives who can settle in the  
H             POM              POM          POM     POM         POM        POM            POM (relative clause 
UK” 
in position as POM) 
 
“applicants for settlement” 
        H             POM 
“people coming in and out of the country” 
    H                        POM 
“those who can demonstrate that, as a result of age, illness or disability, they require long-term per-
sonal care, that can only be provided in the UK by their relative here, and requiring them to apply 
from overseas”.  
This final category is even more complex than any of the rest. As was the case in several of the oth-
er categories, “those” is the head, and the rest of the sentence is the postmodifier (POM) saying 
something about the head (H). With a postmodifier (POM) this long the party gets to explain a very 
specific category. When the head is explained with this much detail, it contributes to the discourse 
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that there definitely are some immigrants within this category – when it is explained this specific it 
must be a category they are familiar with.   
The Conservative Party uses even more modifiers than the UK Independence Party does. Further-
more, the Conservatives use very long postmodifiers (POM) to explain their categories very specifi-
cally. As well as the UK Independence Party, they have a lot of categories, and some very long and 
complex ones, which gives their discourse the status of common sense; If there are this many cate-
gories that can be explained so specifically, it must be true, that there are too many immigrants, and 
that many of them weakens the country instead of strengthen it. When the party does not use nega-
tive modifiers but also some positive, it makes its discourse even more believable; if the party is 
capable of writing positively about some of the immigrants and not generalize and judge them all to 
be “bad”, it must be right, that some of them are not good for the country and should not be allowed 
to enter the UK.  
To sum up briefly: both parties use the modifiers to specify their categories and make their dis-
courses more believable to the readers.  
Background knowledge (BGK):  
As described in the theory section, a political party can make their ideology sound like knowledge. 
If the reader is not aware of that and cannot distinguish between ideology and knowledge, the read-
er, unconsciously, risks being a part of the same discourse as the party, and in that way being impli-
cated in the reproduction of the party’s ideologies.  
The UK Independence Party 
There are several places in both texts where the parties use this concept – making their ideology 
into knowledge. In text 1 (the UKIP) the party writes that they want to: “Regain control of UK 
borders. This can only be done by leaving the European Union.”(pp. 13) The party believes that 
leaving the European Union is the only way of regaining control of the UK borders. By writing it 
this way – stating that it is the only way of doing it – they are making their ideology sound like 
‘background’ knowledge to the reader.  
Further down the party writes that they want to: “Ensure all EU citizens who came to Britain after 
1. January 2004 are treated in the same way as citizens from other countries unless entitled to 
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‘Permanent Leave to Remain’.” (pp. 13). They believe that the citizens from other countries are 
treated in a certain way, but they do not explain how. They write it like their belief is knowledge.  
This is also the case in the next example; “Those without insurance will be refused entry.”(pp. 14) 
The party believes that people without insurance are bad for the country and that they should not be 
helped. This ideology is written down like knowledge – to make the reader think it is knowledge 
and not the party’s ideology, that people without insurance are a bad thing for the country and 
should not be allowed to enter the country.   
The Conservative party 
In text 2 The Conservative Party writes: “Our annual limit on non-EU economic migration will not 
only help reduce immigration to sustainable levels but will protect those businesses and institutions 
that are vital to our economy.” (pp. 15) The party does not, though, explain what “sustainable lev-
els” are – it makes it sound like something you ought to know. Furthermore, it writes in the sen-
tence that its annual limit on non-EU economic migration will protect those businesses and institu-
tions that are vital to our economy. (pp. 15) However, it does not explain why those businesses and 
institutions need protection. The party makes its ideology about the need of protection against im-
migration sound like knowledge.  
Further down in the text, the Conservative Party write that; “To play a full part in British life, fami-
ly migrants must be able to integrate – that means they must speak our language and pay their way. 
This is fair to the applicants, but also fair to the public.” (pp. 15). But as the case in the other ex-
amples, the party does not explain how you “play a full part in British life”. It makes its way of 
thinking its ideology about how you should life, knowledge – the party makes the reader a part of a 
discourse that believes that if you cannot speak English, you cannot play a full part in British life.  
“We will annually review the level of the cap to ensure it is set at the right level.” (pp. 15) What is 
“the right level”? They make their ideology about what the right level is sound like basic back-
ground knowledge. In the shown examples the Conservative Party uses their ability to use words to 
make its ideologies come out as knowledge. If you as a reader are not aware of this, you will, when 
reading it, probably be a part of their discourse and unconsciously be implicated in the reproduction 
of their ideologies about how you live a British life, what sustainable levels are, that their business-
es and institutions need protection against immigration etc.  
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Naturalization   Common sense 
The UK Independence Party 
Besides making their ideology into knowledge, the parties also tries to naturalize their points and 
give their ideologies the status of common sense. In both texts a lot of things are naturalized and 
thereby made into common sense. In text 1 the UKIP writes that they want to “End mass, uncon-
trolled immigration” and “Regain control of UK borders”. (pp. 12-13) By writing this with no fur-
ther explanation, the party naturalizes the fact that the immigration is uncontrolled and that the UK 
borders are out of control. This gets the status of common sense – the borders are out of control and 
the immigration is uncontrolled.  
“There can be no question of an amnesty for illegal immigrants. Suck amnesties merely encourage 
further illegal immigration.” (pp. 13) With this sentence the UK Independence Party naturalizes the 
fact that an amnesty for illegal immigrants will result in even more illegal immigrants. Short after 
this statement, the party writes that the British citizens are “democratic and tolerant”; “New citi-
zens should pass a citizenship test and sign a ‘Declaration of British Citizenship’ promising to up-
hold Britain’s democratic and tolerant way of life.” (pp. 13) They naturalize that Britain’s way of 
life is democratic and tolerant, and thereby gives it the status of common sense, that if they believe 
that the borders are out of control and that an amnesty for illegal immigrants is out of the questions 
and would only cause more illegal immigrants, then it is the truth, because they are tolerant and 
democratic.  
“To avoid disappearances, asylum seekers will be held in secure and humane centres until applica-
tions are processed, with limited right to appeal.” (pp. 13) In this sentence it is naturalized by the 
party that the immigrant seeking asylum will escape and disappear if they are not held back in a 
center. They make it common sense that they should be held in a secure center until there applica-
tions have been processed. The party also naturalizes that the immigrants’ reasons for marriage is 
not love but residence: “Reintroduce The ‘Primary Purpose Rule’ (abolished by the Labour Gov-
ernment), whereby those marrying or seeking to marry a British citizen will have to convince the 
admitting officer that marriage, not residence, is their primary purpose in seeking to enter the 
UK.”(pp. 13) 
This statement attributes to the party’s ideology; that immigrants are a bad thing that needs to be 
controlled and stopped for a period of time.  
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The Conservative party 
In text 2 the Conservative Party argues that they avoid terrorism and crime in Britain by reducing 
the amount of immigrants and control it more than they do today. “The right checks need to be car-
ried out to control immigration, protect against terrorism and tackle crime.” (pp. 15) They natural-
ize the fact that this is the case, and thereby makes it common sense that uncontrolled immigration 
leads to terrorism and crime. Furthermore, the Conservative Party naturalizes what kind of people 
they will allow in the UK – they naturalize the fact that those kinds of people are good for the econ-
omy.  
“Reforming the student route of migration to ensure only genuine students come here”(pp. 15) – By 
this sentence the Conservative Party again naturalizes that some people are good to bring in while 
others are not. At the same time there also lies some background knowledge (BGK) in the sentence 
– they are writing it like it is obvious what a ‘genuine student’ is, but people can have different 
opinions towards this – the Conservative Party just expects that the public share its view, and there-
by believes that it is background knowledge and not necessary to explain.  
Another place where the Conservative Party naturalizes their opinion is on page 15: “We have em-
powered UK Border Agency staff to refuse entry to students who cannot speak English without an 
interpreter, and who therefore clearly do not meet the minimum standard”. When they add the 
word “clearly” their point becomes naturalized; they write it in a way that can make the reader feel, 
that if they do not share this opinion, which is clearly the right one to have, something is wrong 
with them. When reading it you automatically agree because of their way of naturalizing it. They 
thereby give it the status of common sense that people who cannot speak English do not belong in 
the UK.  
Information vs. persuasion: 
It is different what a text’s purpose is – some texts are meant to inform their readers, others are 
meant to persuade them into agreeing with them, or, in this case, voting for them. It is therefore 
important, when analyzing a text, to distinguish between telling and selling/informing and persuad-
ing.  
The UK Independence party 
Text 1 (UKIP) does not seem persuasive or as if the Independence Party is trying to sell something. 
The party is informing its readers about what it stands for, believes in and wants to do. They are 
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telling it without persuading their readers or trying to sell them something. This text is thereby 
mostly informative, but that is not the case in the same way with the other text, the Conservative 
Party.  
The Conservative party 
In text 2 there are parts of both information and persuasion.  
“Our annual limit on non-EU economic migration will not only help reduce immigration to sus-
tainable levels but will protect those businesses and institutions that are vital to our economy” (pp. 
15). This sentence sounds more like someone trying to sell something than tell something. If their 
goal was to just tell it to the reader, they would probably leave out the part where they write that 
their solution “will not only help (…) but will protect those (…)” and instead just stick to the facts; 
that their solution will help reduce immigration (…) and will protect those (…).  
“And our reforms are starting to take effect: in the year to June 2012, there was a thirty per cent 
decrease in the number of student visas issued compared to the year June 2011.” (pp. 15) This part 
also comes out as an attempt to sell their ideology more than telling some facts to the readers. When 
saying that their reforms are starting to take effects they are not just informing about the following 
facts but are also promoting themselves and what they have done in a way that comes out like sell-
ing and not telling. Both this part and the one mentioned above have an undertone of persuasion – 
there is no direct persuasion going on, but indirectly it can come out a bit persuasive.  
“The previous loose system allowed too many poor-quality colleges to become sponsors.” (…) “We 
have introduced a new language requirement for students coming to study at degree level at the 
‘upper intermediate’ level, rather than the previous ‘lower intermediate’ requirement.”(pp. 16) 
With both these sentences the Conservative Party try to make the other parties look bad, to make 
themselves look better. This adds to the selling part – when trying to make others look bad just so 
they can look even better to their readers (and possible voters), it makes the text sound like they are 
selling something and persuading the public into voting for them, instead of just informing their 
readers about what they want to do if they win the selection – and what they have been doing so far.  
Also the way the Conservative Party praise certain people – the few people they would like to let in 
to the UK to stay here – makes the text sound a bit selling; e.g. If you vote for us, the UK will only 
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have the people with exceptional talent and the brightest and best workers who strengthen the UK 
economy.  
As shown above, there definitely are some phrases where the Conservative Party is selling more 
than it is telling. That is, though, to be expected from a party who, of course, wants the public to 
vote for them. The text is not directly persuading its readers, even though there are some sentences 
throughout the text that can sound a bit persuasive. The main part of the text is informative, yet sell-
ing, but not persuasive.  
The two texts are different in this way. It is pretty clear that they want the same thing; to stop immi-
gration and regain control over their borders, but they are conveying their message in different 
ways.  
Ideological discursive formation (IDF): 
Every text, institution or TV program has an IDF – an ideological discursive formation that has the 
dominance over others, which results in the naturalization of its ideological meanings.  
The UK Independence Party 
In text 1 (UKIP) the dominating IDF is that immigration is a bad thing that needs to be stopped. 
Furthermore the dominating IDF is that the system is bad and that the immigration is uncontrolled. 
The existing IDF is expressed through the choice of naming, which, as mentioned earlier, has a very 
negative tone. It is also shown through the way the party naturalizes the fact that it is necessary to 
“end mass, uncontrolled immigration”.  
The Conservative Party 
The dominating IDF in the other text, text 2, (Conservative Party) is quite similar to the one I text 1. 
The UK infrastructure is under pressure because of the borders being out of control. This discourse 
is dominating throughout the whole text and in the same way as the UKIP, the Conservatives use 
linguistic elements when naming the immigrants and dividing them into categories. The Conserva-
tive Party argues that the immigration is out of control through the entire text and naturalizes it.  
The two parties’ ideologies about immigration policy are thereby very similar; the immigration is 
out of control and needs to be stopped. The only difference is, that the UKIP seems to want to end 
the immigration completely for a period of time while the Conservative Party wants to allow certain 
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immigrants to enter the country – the bright and skilled workers and students, who will help 
strengthen the British economy.  
 
Paper: “Perspectives on immigration through a discourse analysis of voters’ blogs in the 2010 
General Election” (Link 4) 
The following section will involve an analysis published in the Journal of Marketing Management, 
made by Ming Lim, University of Leicester School of Management, UK and Mona Moufahim, Not-
tingham University Business School, UK. The paper analyzes some blogs about immigration during 
the 2010 General Election. The paper is used to specify some of the points pinned out in the critical 
analysis in this project.  
A blogger analyzed in the paper writes: “British Immigrant laws, although very good on immi-
grants, encourage less qualified and less skilled immigrants to come in rather than highly skilled 
individuals who are good for the society and economy”. This statement is almost the same as what 
the Conservative Party writes in their immigration policy text. The blogger also distinguishes be-
tween the categories “highly skilled individuals” and “less qualified and less skilled immigrants”. 
Because of the similarities between the bloggers statement and the text on the Conservative Party’s 
website, it is possible that the blogger has read the party’s immigration policy and is a part of the 
ideological discourse they have naturalized. The blogger/reader can thus unconsciously be implicat-
ed in the reproduction of the ideology.  
Another blogger exemplified in the published analysis also distinguishes between different catego-
ries of immigrants; “asylum seekers”, “illegal immigrants” and “legal immigrants”. All the catego-
ries are simple with a head and a premodifier. The blogger writes that s/he believes that the Brits do 
not mind the legal immigrants, and that they only mind the asylum seekers and the illegal immi-
grants. This is also very similar to what to Conservative writes; that there are some kinds of immi-
grants they do not mind entering the UK, but they do not want the illegal immigrants and the asy-
lum seekers. This blogger can also be implicated in the Conservatives’ ideological discourse, but it 
can also be the case that the Conservative Party is writing what it believes its voters want to hear.  
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Maybe it is both: the bloggers writing what they believe, because they have read the parties’ immi-
gration policy and are integrated in the discourse, and also the Conservatives writing what its voters 
want to hear.  
 
Discussion 
Similarities and differences between the UK Independence Party and the Conservative 
Party 
In this section the following topics will be discussed to sum up some of the results of the analysis 
and to get closer to answer the research questions:  
What are the two parties’ similarities and differences? How do their similarities and differences 
show in their texts and use of linguistic structures?  
The two parties use a different rhetoric with several similarities, and they have different ways of 
naming the immigrants and talking about what they would like to do. But despite these differences 
the two parties are quite similar in their overall policy about immigrants. Their ideological dis-
course formations are the same; that the immigration in the UK are out of control and needs to be 
stopped and controlled more strictly that it is today.  
The two parties talk about some of the same things, only naming them differently. For example the 
Conservative Party talks about what they call “the previous loose system”: “The previous loose 
system allowed too many poor-quality colleges to become sponsors”. The party makes it sound like 
the former government resulted in this bad system, and that the Conservative Party are changing 
that and making it right. It is presenting itself as someone who is trying to fix what others messed 
up. 
The UK Independence Party talks about the same thing, but names it in a different way. The UKIP 
writes that it would like to; “End mass, uncontrolled immigration”. This shows that the two parties, 
surprisingly, are fighting for the same thing; to put an end to the increasing immigration to Britain. 
They just choose to say it differently – possibly because they have different ideologies and therefore 
are using different approaches.  
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The two parties are also similar in their way of categorizing immigrants. Both parties name the im-
migrants different things and they both use linguistic elements to specify those different categories. 
Both the UK Independence Party and the Conservative Party use a lot of premodifiers and postmod-
ifiers to say something about the head in their categories. In this way they specify their categories 
and make them more complex. Some of the parties’ categories are similar in the sense that they both 
have categories that describe the immigrants in a negative way. In all the cases both parties use 
modifiers that to make the categories negative and complex instead of neutral.  
The parties are also similar in their ways of making their ideological discourses sound like back-
ground knowledge and naturalize them. The UKIP writes several sentences as if their belief is 
knowledge. They write statements without explanation which makes the statement come out as 
knowledge – something you should already know. And when they make it sound like something 
you should already now, you accept it and ‘think’ that you already know it. The reader then believes 
that it is background knowledge. For example the UKIP writes: “Regain control of the UK borders. 
This can only be done by leaving the European Union” and “Ensure all EU citizens who came to 
Britain after 1. January 2004 are treated in the same way as citizens from other countries unless 
entitled to ‘Permanent Leave to Remain’”. In the first sentence the party states that regaining con-
trol of the UK borders can only be done by leaving the European Union – they make this fact sound 
like knowledge. In the other sentence the party talks about the EU citizens being treated in a certain 
way, without explaining which way that is. In that way they make this sound like knowledge that 
does not need explanation – you should know in which way citizens from other countries are treat-
ed.  
The Conservatives does this as well. For example the sentence: “Our annual limit on non-EU eco-
nomic migration will not only help reduce immigration to sustainable level but will protect those 
businesses and institutions that are vital to our economy”. With this sentence the Conservative Par-
ty makes it sound like knowledge what a ‘sustainable level’ is, and in the same sentence the party 
makes it sound like knowledge that the businesses and institutions that are vital to their economy 
need protection. The two parties thus make their statements sound like background knowledge in 
the same way.  
Another similarity between the two parties is their way of naturalizing their ideological discourse 
formation. Both parties have a lot of categories with a lot of details in the form of both premodifiers 
and postmodifiers. When there can be that many specified categories of immigrants – especially 
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immigrants who are bad for the country – it must be true that the immigration is out of control and 
must be stopped. The parties both use the many specified, modified categories to naturalize that 
ideological discourse formation, and to make their discourses more believable. The parties also use 
other methods to naturalize their IDFs. The UK Independence Party writes that it wants to “Regain 
control of UK borders (…)” and that they want to “End mass, uncontrolled immigration”. The Con-
servative Party writes that “The right checks need to be carried out to control immigration, protect 
against terrorism and tackle crime”. It is almost the same point the two parties are trying to natural-
ize with these sentences – and in the same way. With these sentences both parties are trying to natu-
ralize that the immigration needs to be controlled. And they are both writing it in a way that gives it 
the status of common sense, by writing it with no further explanation – in a natural and kind of indi-
rect way they get merged in that the immigration is out of control.  
Even though there are some similarities between the two parties, there are also some differences. 
For example the UKIP only have divided their immigrants into negative or neutral categories. An 
example of a neutral category among the UKIPs categories is “people” and an example of a nega-
tive category is “economic immigrants who live here illegally”. The party does not have any posi-
tive categories.  
In contrast to the UKIP, the Conservative Party both has neutral, negative and positive categories. 
An example of a neutral category is: “applicants”, an example of a negative category is: “students 
who cannot speak English without an interpreter and who therefore clearly do not meet the mini-
mum standard” and an example of a positive category is: “the brightest and best workers, who 
strengthen the UK economy.” The Conservative Party has a lot of positive categories, maybe be-
cause they believe that this is what their voters want, and the UKIP does not have any positive cate-
gories, but only negative.  
Another, smaller but existing, difference between the two parties is their use of modifiers. Both par-
ties use them, but the Conservative Party uses a lot more of them than the Independence party do. 
They have a lot of very long sentences with especially many postmodifiers to specify their catego-
ries.  
A final difference between the Independence party and the Conservative Party is their ways of con-
veying their messages. The UK Independence Party (UKIP) is very informative and does not seem 
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to be persuasive at any point. Throughout the whole text the party is telling its readers what it would 
like to do about the immigration situation without sounding like it is trying to sell something.  
This is not the case with the Conservative Party. This party also informs its readers, but indirectly it 
also tries to persuade their readers. Several parts of the Conservative Party’s text sounds like the 
party is trying to sell something to its readers, and in that way indirectly persuade them into voting 
for them. In this way the two parties distinguish from each other in their way of conveying their 
messages. On the other hand, though, maybe the Independence party is just better at hiding their 
persuasion and selling methods.  
 
Conclusion: 
Through the critical discourse analysis and the discussion it has been clear that the UK Independ-
ence Party and the Conservative Party both have similarities and differences in their texts about 
immigration policy. As written in the motivation, it was expected that the two parties would be very 
different from each other. However, it turned out that this is not the case. The two parties use some 
different approaches, but they also use a lot of similar approaches and their overall ideological dis-
course formations turned out to be similar; the British immigration is out of control, which is a 
problem that needs to be handled. The two parties thus are alike in their use of a dominating dis-
course.  
Both parties use linguistic effects to convey their points and messages. They both make some of 
their statements sound as background knowledge, they both naturalizes several of their statements 
and beliefs and their ideological discourse formation. They also both use modifiers, premodifiers 
and postmodifiers, to specify their different categories of immigrants.  
The two parties are alike in their use of linguistics in several ways. As mentioned above they both 
use a lot of modifiers to specify their categories and make them more complex. The Conservative 
Party uses a bit more premodifiers and postmodifiers then the UK Independence Party, but they 
both use them. Also, the UK Independence Party only uses negative modifiers to specify the Head 
in its categories, which results in all negative categories. The Conservative Party both uses negative 
and positive modifiers. Therefore, the Conservative Party both has negative and positive categories 
in contrast to the UK Independence Party.  
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The two parties construct their realities by using the mentioned linguistic effects. When using a lot 
of modifiers they construct a reality which consists of a lot of immigrants – good and bad. And at 
the same time the reality emerging from the use of modifiers in the categories is also the domination 
discourse – that the immigration is uncontrolled and needs someone to take action. The UK Inde-
pendence Party constructs a reality, which also results in the same emerging discourse; that all im-
migration to the country needs to be stopped for a period of time. The Conservative Party constructs 
a slightly different reality; that not all immigration needs to be stopped. Genuine students and high-
ly skilled workers etc. who strengthen the UK economy can still immigrate to the UK, but the im-
migrants who do not contribute to the economy and who, for example, cannot speak English with-
out an interpreter should not be allowed to enter the country. The Conservative Party believes that 
the immigration of the last categories of immigrants needs to be stopped, but not all immigration as 
the UK Independence Party believes.  
Both parties use both the modifiers, the capability of naturalization and making statements sound 
like background knowledge to construct their realities. The Conservative Party also uses an indirect 
approach of persuasion in contrast to the UK Independence Party which is mostly just information 
their readers and not sounding like it is trying to sell them something.  
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Resume 
This study examines the views on immigration in Britain. The immigration has been increasing for 
many years and the number of people immigrating to the UK has almost doubled the last 20 years. 
In the year of 1992 the amount of people immigrating to the UK was approximately 268.000, and in 
2012 the number has increased to 500.000 immigrants that year. Today the total amount of immi-
grants in the UK is close to 7 million people – the population in total is about 62 million people.  
Therefore, the immigration is a well-discussed topic in Britain these years and it is a topic highly 
prioritized within the different parties in Britain.  
This study examines two parties’ view on immigration; The Independence Party, also known as the 
UKIP, and the Conservative Party. The study focuses on the following research questions: 
Through a discourse analysis the aim of the project is to examine which linguistic effects that are 
being used when writing about immigrants.  
1. Which linguistic effects does ‘The UK Independence party’ use, and which effects does ‘The Con-
servative party’ use?  
2. How are the two parties alike in their use of linguistics and discourses? 
3. How do the texts construct their reality?  
4. Which discursive positions emerge in the texts? 
To answer the research questions, two texts will be analyzed – one text from the Independence Par-
ty’s website and one text from the Conservative Party’s website – the texts will be a description of 
each of the parties’ immigration policy. The analysis will consist of a critical discourse analysis 
(CDA) of the texts. The critical discourse analysis is done by using theory by Norman Fairclough 
and Lesley Jeffries. Furthermore, the discourse analysis consists of a linguistic analysis. Fairclough 
talks about a three box system when doing critical discourse analysis. The three box system has 
three levels; the middle, which is detailed analysis of the text – this is where the linguistic analysis 
is done in this project – the level surrounding the middle, which is analyzing the naturalizations in 
the text, and the final level, which is identifying the ideological discourse formation of the text. This 
system will be used in the analysis.  
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At the end of the analysis the project involves examples from a critical discourse analysis of blogs 
about immigration during the 2010 General Election. The examples from the analysis are used to 
back up the results in the analysis done in the project, and to pin out and specify some of the points 
made in the critical discourse analysis. The analysis of the blogs about immigration was published 
in the Journal of Marketing and Management in July 2011. This analysis shows that several of the 
bloggers agree with the Conservative party; they believe that the immigration is out of control, but 
that there are some kinds of immigrants who would be good for the UK economy, and who there-
fore should be allowed to enter the country. They also believe that is immigration law attracts too 
many less skilled workers instead og highly skilled workers. This is exactly the same beliefs as the 
Conservatives write about in their text about immigration policy. The reason for this can either be 
that the bloggers have read the text on the Conservative party’s website and are implicated in the 
discourse. The reason can also be that the Conservatives just write what they think their voters want 
to hear. Or maybe it is just coincidences.  
After the analysis follows a discussion of the two parties’ differences and similarities. The two par-
ties usually have different views and ideologies but surprisingly there are several similarities in their 
texts about immigration policy; in both the UK Independence party’s text and in the Conservative 
party’s text the dominating ideological discourse formation is that the immigration is out of control 
and that it needs to be handled. There are, though, some differences as well. The UK Independence 
party believes that the immigration needs to be stopped completely for a period of time, in contrast 
to the Conservative party who believe that there are some immigrants who are good for the UK 
economy and should be allowed to immigrate to their country. They do, though, believe that the 
immigration needs to be stopped for some of the immigrants.  
The project ends with a conclusion summing up the results of the project. The conclusion provides 
answers to the research questions the project has focused on throughout the whole process. It is 
concluded that both the UK Independence party and the Conservative party use different linguistic 
effects; premodifiers and postmodifiers to describe and specify their different categories of immi-
grants, background knowledge, naturalization  common sense and information vs. persuasion. 
The UK Independence party only uses negative modifiers to specify their categories, in contrast to 
the Conservative party who also uses positive modifiers. Therefore, the Conservative party both has 
negative and positive categories, whereas the UK Independence party only has negative categories.  
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Both parties use all the mentioned methods (background knowledge, naturalization, modifiers and 
information vs. persuasion) to construct their realities and to naturalize the dominating ideological 
discourse formation: the immigration is out of control.  
 
